Introduction
The book publishing process for academic publishers has evolved significantly in response to the crisis in scholarly publishing, to changes in academic performance assessment, and to opportunities created by digital Background Much of the research on scholarly book publishing in HSS has focused on the crisis in monograph publishing, open access publishing, new business models, and the impact of the digital revolution on scholarly communication practices. John Thompson' s Books in the Digital Age (2005) remains one of the key works analysing changes in academic and educational publishing in the United Kingdom and the United States between the 1980s and early 2000s. 4 His use of Bourdieu's theory of practice and concepts of fields, habitus, and capital is of particular relevance to this project. 5 Kathleen Fitzpatrick's Planned Obsolescence (2011) provides another insightful overview of the challenges for contemporary academic publishing, including the growing pressure on academic authors to publish. 6 Martin Paul Eve's Open Access and the Humanities (2014) focuses specifically on issues surrounding an open access model of publishing. 7 More recently, in the United Kingdom, key works on changes in academic book publishing are the Crossick review 8 and reports from the Arts and Humanities Research Council / British Library's jointly sponsored Academic Book of the Future Project (2014-16). 9 Beyond book publishing in particular, the Ithaka S+R faculty surveys, carried out since 2000, provide interesting insights into the research dissemination practices of academics in the broader context of scholarly communications and information usage. 10 While all these works are much broader in scope than the purpose of our project, they proved invaluable in identifying issues facing HSS academics in the context of academic publishing and informed our questionnaire. In addition to these extensive reviews, articles written from a publisher's perspective have also been useful, including work on the future needs and requirements of new university presses and academic-led presses by Adema, Stone, and Keene 11 and Shaw's review of the history of UK-based Policy Press, which refers to a survey of authors. 12 Dalton's article on the publishing experiences of historians was particularly interesting given the number of history researchers in our sample. 13 Finally, there have also been a small number of papers written by authors about their own experiences with book publishing in HSS. These are typically self-reflexive and focus on sharing experiences, best practices, challenges encountered, and advice. 14 In contrast to the United Kingdom, United States, and even Canada, limited research has been conducted on Australian scholarly publishing and issues facing Australian academics in HSS. Most of the published literature examines the development of presses from historical perspectives, 15 business models, or academics' attitudes and behaviours regarding journal and open access publishing. 16 While Australian academic authors operate in a global marketplace and discipline-specific publishing cultures, they also need to comply with the requirements of Australian grant funders and research evaluation measures, all while operating within explicit and/or implicit university-, faculty-, and school-based cultures and policies-or habitus, to use Bourdieu's term.
The Australian Research Council (ARC) is responsible for conducting Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA), Australia's national research assessment exercise. Australian research is compared against international benchmarks to provide a snapshot of research performance across all discipline areas and to identify areas for development. 17 The emphasis on international benchmarking has led universities to use journal-level research metrics (such as Journal Impact Factor or CiteScore) and informal book publisher rankings as proxy measures of quality, even though ERA does not formally support these criteria. In addition, Higher Education Research Data Collection (HERDC) collects research income data to determine the allocation of research block grants to universities. 18 Academics are encouraged to publish in prestigious publishing outlets, and as scholarly books can be equivalent to two peer-reviewed journal articles in university performance standards, publishing journal articles is seen as a more productive way to communicate research outcomes.
An emphasis on the prestige of publishing outlets has encouraged academic authors to look to international publishers, especially as the Australian scholarly publishing landscape is relatively small. Four domestic university presses are well established and tend to specialize in trade books for a general readership, with limited scholarly publishing programs. The newer and smaller presses, operating since the early 2000s, focus on publishing scholarly monographs and/or academic journals. They tend to be librarybased and embrace open access with either a 100 per cent commitment to open access or with a hybrid model in which only some titles are released in open access. 19 The Australian branches of Cambridge and Oxford university presses focus on educational publishing. Similarly, local branches of multinational academic publishers focus on educational and journal publishing.
In 2018 the inaugural Engagement and Impact Assessment was implemented to complement ERA, 20 which has created a conflict between an emphasis on prestigious publishing outlets in academic reward systems and a need for academics to achieve social impact with their research. It remains to be seen whether these new policy priorities are manifesting themselves in practice.
Methods
Our exploratory study targeted academics in HSS who are based in Australia and have published a book in the last five years. We decided to focus on the last five years because expectations for book publishing have changed in response to ERA evaluations conducted in 2010, 2012, 2015, and 2018. 21 We circulated a draft of the questionnaire to publishing experts and academics for comments and feedback before distributing it in final form. The study was approved by the University of Sydney's Human Research Ethics Committee.
Our online questionnaire consisted of ten questions related to publishing and eight questions capturing demographic information including age, gender, career stage, and discipline. Questions were primarily closedended. Some required respondents to choose from a selection of options. Others asked that participants respond on a five-point Likert scale. Two open-ended questions were included. The first asked respondents to elaborate on what they would like to see improved given their experience with the book publishing process, and the second provided an opportunity for further comments or suggestions.
When designing the questionnaire, we used the term book to encompass various types of book that academics write, from scholarly monographs to trade books and textbooks. 22 To achieve wide distribution of the survey, we identified and contacted fifty-three academic associations operating in Australia or in Australia and New Zealand, and covering various disciplines within HSS. We also contacted HSS liaison librarians or equivalents at all the universities in Australia with research staff, as well as a number of faculty contacts at select universities and university presses. The survey link was also shared on Twitter throughout the time it was available online. The survey (created with the survey tool REDCap) was available between 1 June and 15 August 2018.
In analysing the responses, we used a mixed-methods approach. In our quantitative analysis (using the SPSS version 24 statistical program), we examined survey responses to factors influencing respondents' choice of publisher and their perceptions of the sharing of publishing responsibilities. Descriptive statistics were calculated with cross tabulations to measure associations between academics' experiences with publishing and demographic characteristics (gender, age, seniority, etc.). We undertook a qualitative analysis of the free-text responses (using the NVivo version 12 content-analysis program) to explore what authors said they would like to see improved in the publishing process and their other open-ended comments or suggestions. Themes relating to the publishing process were coded as nodes in NVivo.
The survey was anonymous and respondents volunteered to participate. They were informed that the findings of the study may influence the development of future services provided by Sydney University Press (SUP). SUP provided no financial support for the project. While there is no guarantee that our results represent the whole population of HSS academics in Australia, we believe the study offers valuable insights into their attitudes and publishing experiences.
Survey Findings for the Closed-Ended Questions
The questionnaire had 191 responses in all, although the final number of completed responses was 110. Survey responses were exported to Excel, and we excluded incomplete responses to closed-ended questions. Due to the exploratory nature of the survey, we decided to include all responses to open-ended questions in the final analysis.
Our respondents were predominantly academic staff with continuing positions at a university (68 per cent), and they represented a broad range of disciplines and Australian university groupings, including the Group of Eight (Go8) 23 and others. Twenty-four per cent of respondents identified as historians, and other common disciplines included education (7 per cent), philosophy (7 per cent), and social sciences (7 per cent). Further demographic information is provided in Table 1 .
When asked about the type of book they had previously published, respondents could select more than one option. The type most frequently chosen was scholarly monograph (79.3 per cent), with other options including short book (5.9 per cent), educational book or textbook (7.4 per cent), professional manual (0.7 per cent), popular non-fiction (4.4 per cent), fiction (0.7 per cent), or other types of books (1.5 per cent).
We decided to segment our respondents based on their type of institution, as we expected there to be a difference in output for those employed by Go8 universities compared with younger and less-research-intensive universities. However, our sample shows that, irrespective of the type of university, the authors reported having published a similar number of books for their career stage. We also expected that career stage would offer an indication of scale of output, and this was confirmed to be true. Associate professors and professors had published more books than less-senior academics.
Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which each of several factors influenced their decision when choosing a publisher ( Figure 1 ). The reputation of the publisher was the most critical factor, followed by the publisher's subject focus and then by the publisher having published key authors in their field. Factors that were considered unimportant were financial remuneration, publishing in open access, and contractual obligation. Contractual obligation is uncommon in academic publishing, so its unimportance was not surprising.
Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they considered each aspect of the publishing process to be important ( Figure 2 ). Broad distribution was considered the most important aspect, followed by editorial quality, then design and print quality, and then quality of peer review. Aspects that were considered unimportant were multimedia options, in-house indexing, and access to sales, download, and/or citation data. Not very important stood aspects of the publishing process to be entirely the publisher's responsibility, entirely the author's responsibility, or somewhere in the middle (Figure 3 ). Those aspects most commonly seen as being the author's responsibility were manuscript development and formatting references. Those most commonly seen as being the publisher's responsibility were printing, followed by creating an eBook, distribution, and sending out review copies. Those most commonly seen as being shared responsibilities were proofreading, indexing, and, interestingly, cover design.
Lastly, respondents were asked to indicate the importance of various factors for evaluating the success of a published book ( Figure 4 ). The most important factors were that the book was widely reviewed, the number of citations it gained, and the feedback it prompted from peers. Factors considered unimportant were that the book gained mass media attention, that it gained social media mentions, and that it enabled the author to identify potential collaborators. 
Frequency
Open-Ended Comments: What Could Publishers Do Better? The write-in comments were extensive and provided a valuable source of data. Some respondents commented on their publishing experiences in general, and such remarks were evenly mixed between positive and negative. Good experiences were reported with not-for-profit and commercial presses, and with local and international presses. The aspects of positive experiences that the respondents specifically mentioned included good communication, copy-editing, and marketing, while some simply wrote that that they were 'happy' with their publisher.
The negative experiences, while similar in number, included far more detailed information, which is not surprising since the question asked for suggestions for improvement. Reasons given for less-than-optimal experiences included the following: turnaround time by staff at the press, poor communication in general and about timelines specifically, lack of peer review, poor-quality editing, generic cover design, limited or 'zero' promotion, high prices of books, and a slow publication process. Several respondents mentioned particular publishers. The majority of the responses to these questions offered specific suggestions for what should be improved without reporting on prior experience. And there seems to be a lot that publishers could do better. According to one respondent, Contemporary book publishers do almost nothing frankly. You write a book and they accept it. They then charge a ridiculous price that nobody but libraries can afford. Marketing is absolutely woeful bordering on nonexistent. Copy-editing is woeful bordering on nonexistent. Structural editing is nonexistent. Indexing is mediocre. Publishers do basically nothing to your book to improve it aside from handle the peer review process. They do almost nothing to sell it either, relying on your own reputation to market the book. So what I would like to see improved is basically everything.
While this respondent advocated for improving all aspects of the publishing process, some issues were raised more frequently than others in the responses.
The need to improve the standard of copy-editing and proofreading appeared most frequently among the suggestions for improvement. The decline in quality was linked to 'outsourcing to cheap and inexperienced proofreaders' but also, in one case, to the speed of publishing. One respondent recognized the fact that 'publishers and editors are increasingly stretched and required to do more with less, which significantly impacts upon the quality of the books produced.' Apart from comments on the poor quality of copy-editing and proofreading, related recommendations included greater support for authors in the writing process, more structural editing, and less 'emphasis on text-book style outcomes.' It is interesting to note that there was no overlap between the more than twenty comments concerned with the quality of editing and with open access publishing. However, four respondents who commented on editing had published an open access book in the past.
Better marketing and public relations were the second most frequently mentioned aspect of the publishing process that respondents would like to see improved. Such suggestions included not only that publishers should do more in general ('really "own" the book, ' in one respondent's view) and send out more review copies but also that publishers should provide 'more support and guidance in marketing the book' and suggest ways and opportunities for authors to increase the impact of their books. One respondent wrote that publishers should raise 'greater awareness of [the] need for more effective author promotion of the book. I was unaware and when I became aware, too self-conscious to promote my book. I thought the integrity of the work alone would sell the work. But you have to engage actively in the marketing.' Another commented, 'Younger authors are more comfortable and more competent in promoting their book on social media, ' which can be interpreted as symptomatic of a generational difference in author-driven engagement with book promotion and marketing, or at least a belief that such a difference exists.
The third issue that attracted a lot of comments was the speed of publishing, from the receipt of the final manuscript to its publication. For one respondent, '12 months between submitting final corrections and publication date' was 'way too slow.' In contrast, another respondent complained about major commercial publishers adopting a 'publish as quick as possible mentality. I find this difficult to work with.' A desire for quicker responses and 'faster feedback on manuscripts and proposals' in the submission process was also mentioned several times. As one respondent commented, 'the book proposal stage is too laborious, and bureaucratic. I suggest a simpler process of a conceptual statement and summary of chapters without the requirement of finished chapters.' The need for clear information on the publisher's requirements for the submission process was also suggested a number of times. The need for greater speed was also mentioned in connection with the peer review process, while, at the same time, respondents called for more robust and better-quality peer review. Respondents would also like 'accurate and timely advice on all stages of the process, ' as well as more clarity and transparency on the various aspects of publishing: what is the division of responsibilities between the author and publisher, which aspects of the process are outsourced, and 'what is possible and negotiable.' Other respondents mentioned the need for more professionalism, better responsiveness, and 'clearer communication about timelines.'
The next most commonly raised issue was book pricing. Several respondents stated that academic books should be cheaper. As one respondent commented, 'costs are prohibitive in Australia and . . . [books] are only really affordable for university libraries and exclude universities and academics in developing countries from purchasing such books due to the cost.' Another respondent suggested 'more targeted pricing-some books may have potential for wide sales and public discussion, but they are marketed and priced the same way as more specialized books in the same series.' And yet another wrote, 'as one of my aims as a scholar is to reach a general as well as a scholarly audience and to develop a style of writing that is accessible to both audiences, I want to make sure an affordable paperback version of my book is available next time round.' Two respondents indicated plans to 'check out the pricing of the average book by a press before choosing them, ' while another wrote that 'cheaper pricing would be great but I've never been able to negotiate this with a publisher.' It seems that authors are aware of the various business models that publishers have and the effect of pricing on book distribution and potential readership, but their agency is limited to choosing among publishers rather than negotiating price with a chosen publisher.
In contrast to the issues mentioned above, open access publishing attracted fewer comments. The reported experiences were predominantly positive but not always so. As one respondent commented, I have tried to publish open access (and have, in the past), but this is frankly a fool's errand. Open access publishing simply increases workload on the author, for no personal benefit other than the feeling that one has acted ethically. This would be fine if there were an institution-level reward-perhaps additional recognition for having published open access-but there isn't, and quite frankly, there are disincentives, since promotion is still primarily based on having published books with major publishers. So, unless and until university presses get back into the publishing game, I wouldn't consider publishing open access again.
The same respondent also wrote, 'I would recommend to junior colleagues that they publish exclusively with expensive commercial publishers. . . .
When they become a full professor, they can start publishing open access.'
A few respondents came across as strong supporters of open access. One author wrote that 'all our work should be open access, and it is the responsibility of universities to pay for these options and for academics to stop massaging their egos with "top presses" and "top journals. " . . .
[J]ust get the work out so all can read it, without incurring huge costs for readers.' Another respondent commented, I want to see more open access publishing. Very few of the prestigious international university presses offer open access options and have refused this even when I have offered a substantial subvention (out of grant money) to pay for it. It's disappointing that my work which is funded by the Australian government gets put behind a substantial price barrier so the Australian public have to pay to read it.
And yet the open access options that are available don't carry enough prestige for them to be viable for my career.
The issue of prestige was also raised by another respondent who wished for 'increased prestige assigned to [open access] publishers.' Other comments on open access focused on the need for more options, 'funded by the publisher not the author.' In a similar vein, another respondent espoused having 'more funds for and less suspicion of open access books in the Australian environment.'
The issue of prestige and reputation also appeared in other comments not concerned with open access. One respondent wrote, 'I publish with UK or US university publishers where possible, ' while another commented that 'press reputation [is] of the highest importance for me.' This publishing strategy seems to be prevalent judging from the examples of individual publishers mentioned across the various comments. Apart from individual companies based in the United Kingdom or United States (we decided not to mention individual names), other respondents mentioned 'major scholarly overseas publishers.' Australian presses were rarely mentioned, and when they were, it was in connection to open access publishing, publishing for the local market, and publishing cheap books.
A couple of respondents included recommendations for Australiabased presses. One of them wrote, 'I think Australian academic publishing options need to be better in terms of status in university "quality" lists and international distribution.' And the other one similarly noted that ' Australian university presses should prioritize their development and international engagement (distribution via large US presses, for instance), as this is more likely to incentivize me to publish domestically.'
The preference to publish with overseas presses was directly linked to the various internal and external performance assessments of academics at the university level, when applying for grants or when submitting data for ERA. While this has not been made formally explicit in ERA, academics are judged on the basis of the presses with which they publish their work. One respondent was told to 'exclude some of [their] publications from grant applications' as the press that had published the book was not deemed prominent enough. The same respondent called 'for greater recognition in universities of disciplinary difference in terms of book publishing. ' One of the recommendations was to change the system of prestige attached to publisher rankings:
The ways in which books are received by universities and their ranking of different publishers . . . [these] ranking systems-both formal and informal-are detrimental, in my view, [to] the survival of disciplines, with academics more likely to produce works that simply fit within higher rated metrics. This works to the detriment in particular of [early-career researchers] and those working within particular disciplines less likely to be published by 'top tier' university presses. Such a system is really about equity-rankings reinforce and privilege some types of knowledge above others and this is reproduced in academic evaluations of a scholar's performance.
In a similar vein, another respondent suggested that senior academics 'read job candidate's and junior staff 's work rather than adopting a "publish in Science and Nature" type of culture.'
Despite an increasing focus on the societal impact of research outcomes, 24 which would arguably be easier to achieve with open access publishing or with cheaper books, academics in our sample seem to be wedded to publishing with high-ranking presses. As one respondent insightfully commented, 'The key problem is with the contradictory expectation of university leadership, who want elite university publishers for ERA purposes but widely distributed popular work for engagement reasons.'
It is not only the type of publisher but also the type of book that carries different values in the research evaluation frameworks. This was reflected in the number of scholarly monographs published by respondents to the survey (79 per cent) in comparison with other types of books (textbooks, short books, popular non-fiction, and others). As one respondent commented, 'Textbooks reflect years of experience and research in a discipline, yet are not valued at all by universities. They are excluded from research assessment-despite reflecting research achievements-and don't count for anything else much.' Another respondent bemoaned the fact that 'articles in journals are now more valued than books.'
Other issues mentioned by respondents included a need for 'better indexing provided by publishers and/or improved guidelines for authors if [the] author is required to produce [the] index.' Whose responsibility it should be remains a moot point, with opinions divided between the author's ('in my experience authors should do their own index' and 'a good analytical and conceptual index organized by the author adds much to a book') and the publisher's ('publishers should cover the cost of indexing'). This is consistent with the result of our quantitative findings (Figure 3 ) and reflects an inconsistency in industry practices, with many publishers requiring authors to prepare the index themselves.
Other responses included isolated suggestions for greater involvement of authors in the design of books, especially the covers; release of paperback and eBook editions as a standard ('hard back is anachronistic'); better distribution of books; better support for navigating copyright licensing; fairer and timely royalties; and having citations and download data available.
Discussion
We understand from previous research that author expectations for publishers vary by career stage, can be discipline-specific, and are driven, in part, by departmental and institutional cultures. 25 However, we were unable to discern any significant difference in attitudes toward choosing a publisher correlated with age, gender, or seniority in our quantitative analysis. In terms of the number of books published, we noted an obvious correlation with seniority but not with field of study or university grouping. We suspect that the survey sample was too small to discern any patterns related to these variables.
Reputation was shown to be a key factor in the choice of publisher, which was supported by related answer options including that the publisher had published key authors in the field and was well known for its subject focus. This is consistent with the results of a UK-originated survey cited by Shaw, 26 and with Dalton's findings that the specialization and prestige of a press were key factors for historians, followed by 'the quality of the staff of the press or the likelihood of reaching a broad audience.' 27 Similarly, according to Crossick, 'Publisher brand is seen by academics as a proxy measure for quality.' 28 Respondents did not appear to be concerned with financial remuneration for their work or with the ability to publish their work in open access when choosing a publisher.
Respondents to the survey generally had high expectations for publishers. They demand fast turnaround, high-quality editing and production values, and cheaper books, all at the same time. The triple constraints of time, cost, and quality make fulfilling these demands impossible, especially in an academic publishing context plagued by short print runs and high production costs. The way that respondents attributed responsibility for the different aspects of the publishing process was very insightful, with the publisher's perceived responsibility gradually increasing as a manuscript advances through the publishing process. Interestingly, authors see cover design as a shared responsibility, when typically this would be carried out by a professional designer at the discretion of the publisher, although some publishers do ask authors for cover image suggestions. It is worth noting that authors and publishers have differing priorities for cover design. Authors envisage the cover to be an expression of the book's argument or theme, while publishers require the cover to look appealing at a small scale in promotional materials and on the Web. 29 These concerns are not mutually exclusive, but they do have an impact on the final design.
Another aspect of the publishing process, marketing, was seen as predominantly the publisher's responsibility, although, as shown by the qualitative data, some respondents recognize the need for greater author engagement in promotional activities. The literature written by authors reveals much that they can do to promote their work. Lang offers a detailed account of strategies he used to promote his book as a result of research leading him to believe that 'for the vast majority of successful trade books published today, ' authors are responsible for 95 per cent of marketing, promotion, and selling. 30 Mulholland usefully frames the goals of marketing as 'persistence and visibility' and admits that, despite his reservations, he must play an 'important role in creating this persistence and visibility.' He concludes that an author's books after publication become 'a kind of academic passport' of disciplinary identity and potential career mobility, a useful analogy that can be used by publishers to make participation in book promotion more palatable to academic authors. 31 Overall, the differences in how our respondents divided responsibilities between author and publisher show how intensely collaborative the publishing process is and, also, how truly variant the expectations of authors and their experiences with publishers are.
Newer modes of publishing, including multimedia options or making a book available as open access, were not seen as important according to our respondents. The lack of interest in multimedia is consistent with Jubb's finding that 'for most researchers, digital technologies have not transformed concepts about the nature and processes of research, or of how they present the results of their research. Rather, digital technologies are being used in the main to address traditional kinds of research questions, and to facilitate the production of traditional kinds of output.' 32 It is also consistent with general concerns related to digital publications, which are associated with 'a perceived lack of prestige, the ease with which an electronic publication can be plagiarized, and concern for longterm preservation.' 33 While publishers are encouraged to offer open access publishing in response to changing government and university policies, there does not seem to be significant uptake among Australian authors in HSS, nor does its availability seem to factor into their publishing decisions. There remains a disconnection between the open access requirements of funding agencies, formal open access policies at universities, and informal pressures on academic authors. While open access is mandated by the Australian Research Council (ARC) 34 and other funders, and advocated by university libraries, 35 there are informal pressures on authors within schools and faculties in Australia to publish with prestigious presses located in the United Kingdom or the United States, regardless of how price imposes a barrier to reader accessibility to these titles (which respondents were well aware of, judging by the number of comments about book pricing).
There also appears to be a disconnection between how authors measure the success of their publications and the recent focus of universities in Australia on research impact. The ARC's engagement and impact assessment exercise emphasizes impact in the form of interactions between researchers and research end-users. 36 Interaction with end-users outside the research community could be evidenced by social media and mass media mentions, number of sales, and speaking engagements. However, these factors were largely considered unimportant by authors, reflecting a more traditional conception of impact in terms of influence within academia, through garnering the respect of one's colleagues and by gaining academic recognition through citations of one's published work.
As was made explicit in the responses to open-ended questions, academic reward systems have significant pull over career planning and decision making related to academic book publishing. These systems largely enforce traditional measures of academic success, which include being published by prestigious presses and having work recognized through citation counts. Our results show that authors, and indeed universities, still have a long way to go in recognizing and rewarding engagement and impact.
Conclusions
Australian academic authors in HSS who responded to the survey demonstrated high expectations for the publishing process and its outcomes. They would like a fast turnaround, high-quality editing and production values, and low prices, all at the same time. The prestige and reputation of the publisher are critical, and there is a strong preference and perceived pressure to publish with renowned non-profit presses or commercial publishers in the United Kingdom or the United States, those endowed with a high quantity of symbolic capital 37 and typically with a broad distribution system. University presses in Australia are perceived as lacking in symbolic capital and geographical reach and are associated with publishing inexpensive books for the regional market. On a positive side, they are seen as a good option for open access; however, interest in open access publishing appears relatively limited among authors in HSS. The limited attention paid to open access, as well as low interest in book sales and mentions in social media and mass media as measures of a book's success, implies that societal impact, or engagement with research end-users, is not important. Instead, authors are primarily interested in traditional success measures of academic performance, demonstrated through citation counts and what press they publish with.
The findings of this project highlight a number of contradictions and tensions on the scholarly communication landscape and carry tangible implications for both authors and publishers in HSS, as well as for grant funders and university administrators.
Implications for Authors
For many disciplines in HSS, a book published with a prestigious publisher remains a critical factor in building an academic career and scholarly reputation. Academics with more seniority appear to have greater flexibility in their choice of publisher. The more prestigious and bigger the press, the less opportunity there is for negotiations over the publishing process, cover design, and pricing, which is almost never negotiable. Some publishers require that authors do more work relative to other publishers, and it is important that authors understand the expectations particular to their press early on in order to avoid delays and unnecessary stress. While authors expect publishers to do all the marketing, the reality is that authors are key to promotional activities (after all, they know their content and audience best); and while the level of promotional support differs, authors can and should expect assistance in this area, be it training from the publisher or preparation of a book's promotional materials by the publisher. It is, in many respects, a collaborative process.
Authors need to be more realistic about their expectations, especially with regard to speed. According to Hitchcock, the technologically enabled focus on speed of publication has had a detrimental impact on quality. Academic books are often 'just too fast to be good scholarship.' 38 Similarly, Deegan concludes that the 'pressure to produce more monographs in less time . . . is not necessarily of benefit to humanities scholarship, to the careers of the academics, or to the business processes of publishers.' 39 
Implications for Policy: Grant-Funding Agencies and University Administrators
Ideally, grant-funding bodies and university administrators would develop a more nuanced and sophisticated approach to research evaluation and resolve contradictions in the assessment system. In the current situation, academics are encouraged to publish with prestigious presses for an audience of their peers, but the pressure from the Australian government is for greater societal impact, which tends to be incompatible with highly academic and expensive books. Research assessment exercises in Australia tend to follow models adopted in the United Kingdom (e.g., the Research Excellence Framework), but there may be value in developing a model tailored to Australia that addresses the local publishing context. The implementation and transition to Plan S by Science Europe is also worth watching closely. 40 
Implications for Practice: University Presses and Other Publishers
Our survey outcomes demonstrate the ongoing importance to publishers of building and preserving their distinctiveness, prestige, and reputationthat is, their symbolic capital, in Bourdieu's terms. Symbolic capital is essential for publishers to attract new authors and new submissions. It also enhances marketing and promotional activities, and it underpins the relationship of trust within the scholarly publishing landscape on which the research evaluation framework relies. 41 A strategy to build prestige and reputation includes having a strong subject focus, publishing key authors, and maintaining 'rigorous peer review, high-quality editing and production, operational efficiency, and effective marketing, ' 42 and for smaller presses, it is especially important to build strong relationships with authors. 43 Having a better understanding of what authors need and expect from a press helps with building a relationship during the highly collaborative process of book publishing. Overall, publishers need to communicate better their value proposition but, at the same time, also manage author expectations with regard to quality, speed, and price. Our findings also suggest a clear need to educate authors about the expected responsibilities of both parties. As these responsibilities can differ significantly among publishers, even the most experienced authors may be left uncertain or confused. According to Jubb, 'academic publishers in particular have been poor in explaining what they do, why and how, and the value they add in the publication process.' 44 If publishers would like to see authors do more to leverage their existing networks when publicizing their new book, then publishers should not only raise awareness of the need for author participation in the promotional effort but also provide support and training, especially in the area of social media.
To return to Jubb's question about what publishing services are needed and to what degree, it seems that while authors do see the publishing process as a collaboration, they expect extensive support in the traditional activities undertaken by a publishing house: editing, production, sales, and marketing. At the same time, authors' interest in digital books-be it open access, with multimedia or interactive-remains limited, which means that those services are not yet in high demand. However, the expectations of universities and funding bodies for academics are changing, so publishers need to remain vigilant and adapt their offerings accordingly. What remains constant for the key stakeholders-authors, grant-funding agencies, and university administrators-is the need for publishers to fulfil the key functions of certification (through a rigorous process of selection and peer review, and by association with a publisher's symbolic capital) and dissemination (through effective marketing and broad distribution). 45 
Limitations and Further Research
The limitations of this study primarily relate to sample size. Having received 110 complete responses in total makes it hard to generalize our findings. We did not discern significant differences pertaining to variables such as career stage, discipline, gender, age, and type of institution, but we hypothesize that with a larger sample of responses, there would possibly be some such differences. Future studies should aim for a better understanding of the pressures and constraints on academics working in HSS in Australia within specific disciplines and institutional cultures.
